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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This communication is responsive to the amendment filed 5/7/2007. 

Claims 1-4, 6-14, 16-20, 22-28, 30-37, 39-44, and 46-48 are pending in this 
application. Claims 1, 11, 19, 24, 33, and 42 are independent claims. In the 
amendment filed 5/7/2007, Claims 1, 6, 7, 9, 11, 17, 18, 19, 22, 24, 30, 31, 33, 37, 42, 
and 46 were amended and claims 5, 15, 21, 29, 38, and 45 were canceled. This action 
is made Final. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

♦ 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the. manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 1-4,7,8,10-14,18-20,23-28,31-37,41-44 and 48 are rejected under 35 

U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Qian et al. ("Qian" US 2003/0145275) in view 
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of Samaniego et al. (US 6792575). 
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As per claim 1, Qian teaches a portal comprising: 

• at least one detachable portlet (Figure 1— portlet 32; Paragraph 0041 ) 

• a detach feature associated with the at least one detachable portlet (Figure 1— 
detach feature 34) . 

Qian does not teach a placeholder formed in the portal to represent the at least 
one detachable portlet when detached, wherein the placeholder is formed in response 
to the at least one detachable portlet being detached. 

Samaniego teaches, "a small placeholder image is automatically displayed for 
the user instead of the actual data. The small placeholder image holds a place on a 

♦ 

display device for the data or the embedded graphical image until the data or embedded 
graphical image is received. When embedded graphical image is received, the 
placeholder image is removed, and the display device is reformatted to display the 
embedded graphical image." (Column 2, Lines 44-51). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Qian with the 
teachings of Samaniego and include ia placeholder instead of the actual data with the 
motivation to provide the user a better understanding of how the web page is laid out, 
and to make sure the user is aware of the fact that there is data that is supposed to be 
in that location. 

As per claim 2, Qian teaches that the detach feature comprises an icon (Figure 
1 — detach icon 34) to transfer the at least one detachable portlet to an independently 
managed window in response to the icon being activated (Paragraph 0041). 
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Claim 3 is similar in scope to claim 2, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 4 is similar in scope to claim 2, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

As per claim 7, Qian-Samaniego teaches a communication tunnel formable 
between the placeholder and the detached portlet/window for communication with the 
detached portlet through the portal (Samaniego, Column 2, Lines 44-51). 

As per claim 8, Qian-Samaniego teaches that the detached portlet/window 
comprises a reattach feature to reattach the detached portlet/window in response to 
activating the reattach feature (Qian, Figure 1, Element 34). 

Claim 10 is similar scope to claim 7, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. The placeholder is a component of the portal/window environment; therefore 
there is tunneling communication between the portal/window environment and any 
detached portlets/windows. 

Claims 1 1 and 42 are similar in scope to the combination of claims 1 and 8, and 
are therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 12, 14, and 43 are similar in scope to claim 2, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 13 and 44 are similar in scope to claim 4, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 18, 31-32, 37, and 48 are similar in scope to claim 10, and are therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 
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Claim 19 is similar in scope to the combination of claims 1 and 3, and is therefore 
rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 20 is similar in scope to claim 4, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claims 23, 28, and 34 are similar in scope to claim 8, and are therefore rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claim 24 is similar in scope to claim 1, and is therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claims 25-26 are similar in scope to claim 3, and are therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 27 is similar in scope to claim 4, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

As per claim 33, in addition to limitations described in the above rejection of claim 
1, Qian teaches a system comprising a portal server (Figure 2 — server 202\ Paragraph 
0033). 

Claim 35 is similar in scope to claim 3, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Claim 36 is similar in scope to claim 4, and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

As per claim 41 , Qian teaches a system comprising a page aggregation element 
to organize and present the at least one portlet to a user on the associated portal 
(Paragraph 0033 — default skin, cascading style sheet, and directory of images). These 
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features embody a page aggregation element as is described in the applicant's Figure 
4). 

Claims 6, 9, 16-17, 22, 30, 39, and 46-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Qian et al. ("Qian" US 2003/0145275) in view of Samaniego et 
al. (US 6792575) and further in view of Becker et al. ("Becker" US 6,981,223). 

As per claim 6, Qian and Samaniego fail to teach that the placeholder 
comprises a reattach feature. Becker teaches a multiple messaging window 
management system wherein the portal (main window) comprises a reattach feature 

> 

(Figure 13 — Dock Option 1204) to reattach (dock) the detached portlet (window pane) to 
the portal in response to activating the reattach feature (Figure 13, Column 19, lines 55- 
57). 

It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of the invention to 
combine Becker's teaching with the method of Qian and Samaniego to give the user an 
additional option for reattaching the detached portlet, which would be beneficial in an 
instance where the detached portlet is hidden. 

Claim 9 is similar in scope to the combination of claims 5-6 and 8, and is 
therefore rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 16-17, 22, 30, 39, and 46-47 are similar in scope to the combination of 
claims 6 and 8, and are therefore rejected under similar rationale. 
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Claim 40 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Qian- 
Samaniego in view of Fischer et al. ("Fischer" US 2003/0188163). 

As per claim 40, Qian-Samaniego teaches all of the limitations of claim 33 above, 
but fails to teach that the portlets are contained in a portlet container. Fischer teaches a 
portal control system for invocating portlets that comprises a portlet container (Figure 
6 — portlet container 60) to contain the at least one portlet on the portal server 
(Paragraph 0003). 

It would have been obvious to a skilled artisan at the time of the invention to 
cause portlets as taught by Qian-Samaniego to run in a portlet container as taught by 
Fischer in order to provide a common interface to all executable portals. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4, 6-14, 16-20, 22-28, 30-37, 39- 
44, and 46-48 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

US 6401134 Razavietal. 

Teaches attachable and detachable java applets. 
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Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Inquiry 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Boris Pesin whose telephone number is (571) 272-4070. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday except every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
• Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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